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In April 1759, in the pages of a well-respected review journal, the geographer Anton Friedrich Büsching penned an anonymous review of a geography book by one Johannes Klefeker, syndicus in Hamburg. Büsching's review was mostly positive, though he criticized Klefeker for being insufficiently critical of the sources he discussed. 1 Two weeks later in the widely circulated Hamburg Correspondent, another anonymous reviewer of Klefeker's book leveled a thinly veiled, critical response to Büsching's review. The author contested Büsching's criticisms, and implied that Büsching's critique was motivated partly by what he perceived to be Büsching's vanity and desire to dominate the project of earth description. 2 Having read the review, Büsching wrote to a Göttingen colleague to express his displeasure with the reviewer's comportment. He described it as 'a polemical review…which was directed at me in such an odd and laughable way', and added, 'No one who compares my review with [Klefeker's] book will find it harsh and unsupportive'.
Moreover, Büsching posed a simple yet pivotal rhetorical question: 'And why should the same truthfulness and impartiality not be observed with geography books that is observed with other types? ' 3 Büsching's concern with truthfulness and impartiality was not unique.
Rather, editors and authors in the Enlightenment saw impartiality and truth as essential criteria for good reviews, as they made clear in the prefaces to learned journals and in essays on reviewing decorum within such journals (e.g. Goldgar 1995, 98-103; Habel 2005, 56-57). Büsching's comment on reviewing decorum stands out, however, because he called attention to its significance for geographical scholarship in particular. Moreover, his remark raises questions not only about why he was so concerned with truthfulness and impartiality, but also broader questions about the 'epistemological decorum' (Shapin 1994, 193-242 ) that governed how geographical knowledge was produced, circulated, and contested in and through the pages of the learned journal, one of the Enlightenment's defining print forms (e.g. Büsching's case, I argue, demonstrates there were competing geographies of trust, authority and credibility at work within Enlightenment geography that both reflected and shaped its print culture. Moreover, his case shows that the very periodicity and materiality of the periodical genre transformed the character of geography's authors and audiences in the Aufklärung.
Before proceeding, a word about Aufklärungsgeographie is in order. I understand Aufklärungsgeographie as a set of practices for writing the earth that were fashioned by institutional geographies, biographies, religious currents and textual traditions unique to the Aufklärung (Bond 2016, 65), on the one hand, and by a longer textual tradition on the other. Geographies that distinguished Aufklärungsgeographie included the University of Halle, a centre of the early German Enlightenment (Frühaufklärung) where many geographers were educated, and the University of Büsching's reform efforts were also challenged by Hager, whose geographical handbook Büsching (1752, 7) had criticized. For Hager, Büsching's critique of the inaccuracy of handbooks, and his emphasis on the need to mistrust, were misplaced.
In the preface to his Geographischer Büchersaal, Hager noted how easy it was for an author to make errors despite their 'effort and industriousness'. 6 Concerning trust, Hager wrote, One is not all knowing. One cannot travel the entire world. One trusts his predecessors, because one has no reason for mistrust. And nevertheless through this, one will often still be deceived. One deceives, therefore, against his will and his reader's. 7 That Hager offered a defensive retort is not surprising, since Büsching's critique was an affront to the very trust relations that underwrote his scholarly practice. In claiming that geographers had no reason to mistrust their predecessors, Hager was defending the moral economy of knowledge that Büsching sought to undermine.
Hager's humanist moral economy could no longer be justified on methodological or moral grounds. When more accurate knowledge could be produced through rigorous source criticism, to continue to blindly trust one's predecessors was, for Büsching, 'irresponsible'. Geography's epistemological legitimacy rested fundamentally on the mistrust of textual sources.
That responses to Büsching's reform program appeared in learned journals is significant. By publishing such remarks in journals, authors brought methodological debates in geography into the view of a wider learned public, who might not have been privy to such discussions had they remained in the prefaces of costly handbooks. In this way, periodicals gave geographical criticism and debate a more public character.
What the critical responses to Büsching's work signal, moreover, is the presence of competing geographies of moral economy at work within the German territories. Hager's geography was rooted in a profound trust in past authors and, by extension, the geographies of trust on which those authors based their books. Büsching's claims to epistolary and visual authority in the Wöchentliche Nachrichten faced challenges from other learned newspapers. Büsching's journal was an appealing target in a market where journals often stole material to fill their pages with interesting content, reduce publishers' costs and increase profit margins (Gierl 1999, 83-84). Only ten weeks after the Wöchentliche Nachrichten first rolled off the press, journals such as the Hamburgische Neue Zeitung had already poached content.
In response, Büsching requested the Hamburg paper properly attribute its content:
'If the Hamburgische Neue Zeitung and others take something from my journal, will they be fair and just and always show where they have taken material from?' 17 Despite Büsching's appeal the problem continued. In the preface to the journal's second volume he again called out periodicals in Hamburg, one of the central markets in the German states for book and periodical publishing: '[A]s soon as they receive my weekly, the editors of papers that are printed in Hamburg and Altona include anything that they like from it…without saying where they took it from'. 18 This practice was not uncommon, since periodicals that contained a 'colourful mixture of literary, geographical, historical, ethnographical and natural historical treatises or travel accounts…often concealed the sources for their reports, which were often journals such as Büsching's' (Böning 2002, 397). For Büsching, this practice was 'offensive and irresponsible', because when periodicals swiftly reprinted his material, those who first saw his content elsewhere viewed him as a thief. 19 By making the reading public think he was a plagiarist, journals that stole his material undermined the credibility and authority he had worked so hard to acquire.
His concern with his credibility and reputation, moreover, reflected wider concerns amongst scholars in the 'ordered society' of the early modern German states, where honour was central to scholars' status and identity (Füssel 2006, 292, 296-98).
Büsching's reform efforts and German geographical print culture
The significance of Büsching's Wöchentliche Nachrichten as a vehicle for geographical reform, and for bolstering his authority, becomes evident if we consider Büsching's commentary on other geographical periodicals, along with the aims of periodicals he remained silent about. Consider Büsching's engagement with Hager's Geographischer Büchersaal. In 1764, Hager had founded his review journal to, among other things, provide 'a detailed report and an impartial judgment of old and new geographical works'. 20 Hager envisioned his journal as a tool for writing a more complete history of geography. Büsching had supported this aim and Hager's journal from the outset, especially since he believed its aims resembled those of the Cosmographical Society's Beyträge zur Weltbeschreibung, 21 23 For Büsching's generosity Hager expressed thanks and noted, 'I am pleased that my undertaking has been met with approval by this great expert on geography. It is an honour for this journal that he has offered to make some contributions to it'. 24 Hager had solicited such contributions because he lacked an extensive correspondence network and geographical archive that provided him with a steady supply of new material. 25 In addition, he knew such contributions were necessary if he wanted to augment his geographical authority, especially in the wake of Büsching's calls for more rigorous source critical geography.
Yet, despite his recognition of the need for a material basis for geographical authority, and despite his praise for Büsching's contribution to his journal, Hager continued to practice geography in a way that both valued and subverted Büsching's geographical authority. In November 1776, Büsching alerted readers of his Wöchentliche Nachrichten to Hager's subversion. Hager had copied 'entire sections' from Büsching's Magazine, had printed a 24-page 'sketch of all the maps' advertised in the Wöchentliche Nachrichten, and had copied from other sources. Hager claimed he had copied material from Büsching's Magazine so readers would buy Büsching's periodical. Büsching, however, argued that readers would see this as a strategy by
Hager 'to complete his [Geographical] Library without great effort of mind' and thereby lessen his workload. 26 Even more, Hager at once recognised and subverted Büsching's authority when he reprinted an excerpt from, and appended a critique to, Büsching's 1773 preface to the Wöchentliche Nachrichten. For Hager, Büsching's weekly was too costly and his judgments often too candid. This candid style, noted Hager, led critics to call his style 'dictatorial and harsh'. 27 For Büsching, such criticisms were largely rooted in misreadings of his criticisms of plagiarists and personal vendettas. He acknowledged 'candidness…clearly belongs to my shortcomings', yet argued that his candid judgments were credible because they were rooted in his experience working on geography, his access to uncommon reports and willingness to publically acknowledge and correct his errors, a practice that ran 'against the custom of all other reviewers'. 28 Büsching's engagement with Hager underscores that claims to and the subversion of authority were closely interwoven in the making of geographical print culture, and show that authority was subverted not only in the production of geography books, travel accounts and maps, but also in the making of geographical periodicals. It is proper that the learned in this country should be made acquainted with the nature of this publication of Professor Busching's [sic], as the author's reputation stands so deservedly high on account of his Geography, and the monthly magazine of geographical intelligence which he publishes at Berlin [i.e. the Wöchentliche Nachrichten]. Know, therefore, learned reader, that this is a collection of original, authentic, and important papers. 36 For an anonymous author of a 1788 tribute essay to Büsching, the Wöchentliche Nachrichten testified to Büsching's 'mature judgments' concerning 'geographical works', as well as his extensive reading in the field. 37 The successful Allgemeine geographischen Ephemeriden underscored the significance of Büsching's weekly when they noted the glaring absence left in the print market after Büsching ended his geographical journals. 38 In 1817, the editor of the Neue allgemeine geographische Ephemeriden told readers he strove to edit a 'lasting journal', something 'that almost no one has managed to do since the outstandingly meritorious, late Büsching'. 39 His periodicals' success owed much to his earnest commitment to a moral economy of knowledge that rejected the practices that impelled humanist-inspired geography, along with the commercial imperatives that drove 'pens for hire' on London's Grub Street and elsewhere.
Yet, however successful Büsching's efforts were, they failed to erase the competing geographies of trust and authority at work in German geographical print culture. Rather, those geographies seem to have sharpened by the late eighteenth century. Around 1800, geography as a discipline and discourse gained increased prominence in the learned world, and an increasing number of hack writers in the German states sought to profit from this trend. In response, some scholars worked harder to establish criteria for scientific writing in geography, which writers often described as 'critical geography' (Fischer 2014, 219-22) . Concern with criteria for scientific writing was the result of broader changes in the questions and debates that occupied scholars around 1800. Nevertheless, at stake were the same basic issues of epistemic credit and geographical authority that had impelled Büsching to embark on his ambitious geographical project.
Periodicals, the history of geography and the geography of the book
This article has argued that periodicals' periodicity and materiality transformed the character of geographical print culture in the later eighteenth century. Drawing on the case of Aufklärungsgeographie, it has shown that the periodical made geographical authorship and readership more dynamic and public, and that it both strengthened and undermined geographers' authorial voice. Periodicals' periodicity allowed editor-authors such as Büsching to respond more quickly to criticism and plagiarism, whilst periodicals' relatively low price, and status as the central print medium of the Aufklärung, meant geographical debate and criticism took on a more public character. Periodicals strengthened geographers' authorial voice through their inclusion of critical book reviews, commentaries and articles. At the same time, geographers' authorial voice was undermined by acts of plagiarists that stole material to meet enthusiasts' constant demand for new and interesting content. 
